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REMARKS 

Claims 1 7-21 were examined by the Office, and in the fniai Office Action of July 1 7, 
2007 all claims are rejected. With this response no claims are amended, added or cancelled. 
Claim 17 is the only independent claim. Applicant respectfully submits that the Office has 
committed clear error in rejecting the claims, because the cited references, alone or in 
combination, fail to disclose or suggest all of the limitations recited in the claims. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections in view of the following 
discussion. 

This response is submitted along with a Notice of Appeal. 

Claim Rejections Under § 103 

In section 3, on page 2 of the Office Action claims 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Dalai et al. (U.S. Publ. Appl. No. 2002/0065894) in view of 
Armstrong et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,807,423). Applicant respectfully submits that the cited 
references, alone or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest all of the limitations recited in 
claim 1 7. The cited references at least fail to disclose or suggest a central server responsive to 
presence information relating to a invited user registered at a presence server for use in deciding 
whether content is sent to the invited user, stored or refused, as recited in claim 17. The Office 
acknowledges on page 3 of the Office Action that Dalai does not disclose deciding whether 
content is sent to an invited user, stored or refused, and relies upon Armstrong for this teaching. 
However, Armstrong also fails to disclose or suggest this limitation recited in claim 17. 

Claim 17 is directed to a system with a central server responsive to an invitation message 
firom an inviting user for providing a presence query. Claim 1 7 further recites that the system 
also includes a presence server that is responsive to the presence query for providing presence 
information related to a registered user. The central server is responsive to the presence 
information fi-om the presence server, and decides based on the presence information whether 
content is sent to the invited user, stored or refused. 

In contrast to claim 17, Armstrong only discloses that when the PC? (10) receives a 
presence request it determines whether the requested watched party (13) is available for contact, 
and if the watched party (13) is unavailable the PCP (10) may inform the watching party (12) of 
this, or connect the watching party (12) to the watched party (13), or give a list of available 
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communication methods. See Armstrong column 6, lines 48-61 . However, determining whether 

the watched party (13) is available is not the equivalent of determining how to handle content as 

recited in claim 17. Claim 17 recites that the central server decides whether to send, store or 

refuse content based on the presence information, and informing one party as to the availability 

of another part is not deciding how to handle content as recited in claim 1 7. 

Furthermore, allowing watching parties (12) to send messages to watched parties (13) 
even when those watched parties (13) are not available on the communication network is not the 
same as determining whether content is sent, stored or refiised, because no determination is 
made. See Armstrong column 7, lines 20-25. Instead, the forwarding of messages in Armstrong 
occurs based on a watched party's user parameters. In addition, Armstrong never discloses that 
content may be stored as recited in claim 17. In contrast to claim 17, Amistrong only discloses 
that watched party's (13) information and rules may be stored in the PCP (10). See Armstrong 
column 13, lines 45-46. However, the information and rules of the watched party are not content 
within the meaning of claim 17, because the information and rules are related to the profiles of 
the watched parties, i.e. how and when the parties may be contacted by watching parties (12). 
Therefore, contrary to the assertions of the Examiner, Amistrong also fails to disclose or suggest 
this limitation recited in claim 17, and the cited references even in combination cannot disclose 
or suggest claim 17. As such, the Office has committed clear error in rejecting claim 1 7, because 
all of the limitations recited in claim 1 7 are not disclosed or suggested by the cited references. 

Claims 18-21 ultimately depend from independent claim 17, and are believed to be 
patentable at least in view of their dependencies. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully submits that the present application is in condition for allowance, 
and such action is earnestly solicited. The undersigned hereby authorizes the Commissioner to 
charge Deposit Account No. 23-0442 for any fee deficiency required to submit this response. 
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